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Into' Secret Police Work 
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In the shady world of illicit 



drug dealing, where narcotics 
crime and police corruption are 
often intertwined, undercover 
police agents and their inform- 
ants are universally feared and 
loathed. A “cover** blown in- 
advertently can mean a quick 
death. And a **cover** purposely 
revealed is usually substituted 
by another, so that an agent ra n 
continue his secret work or go 
into hiding. 

But an unusual hearing 
scheduled to sUrt this morning 
in Federal District Court here 
is expected to provide a pub- 
lic, dramatic deUiled and, in 
many ways, ironic portrait of 
two undercover men — once col- 
laborators on the street and 
now opponents in the court- 
room. 

And if the hearing runs a 






full course, interviews and 



^ , ttllU 

examination of documents by 
The New York Times indicate, 
a bizarre tale will unfold, with 
the following elements: 

^Charges of a **coverup“ by 
Government officials to con- 
ceal the criminal dealings of 
a prize prosecution witness 
whose testimony was vital in 
a series of anticomiption and 
narcotics cases. 

^A disputed lie-detector test 
given by a former official of 
the Central Intelligence 
Agency. 

^An apparent conflict within 
the Government over who read 
an important memorandum 
written by a Federal inspector. 

^A mysterious incident in 
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thi Bronx in which a man who 
allegedly kidnapped a drug 
pusher was shot and killed. 

The key witness at the hear - 1 
ing will be Ttobert S. Leu<± a 
34-year old narcotics detecQVe 
who became the chief under- 
cover agent in a major Federal 
anticomiption investigation in 
the city that began in 1971 and 
was partially inherited in mid- 
1973 by Maurice H. Nadjari, the 
special state prosecutor. 

The other undercover agent 
is JUchard B. Lawrenc e, also 
known as^'tne Baron,” who for 
10 years was one of the most 
higMy regarded and active nar- 
cotics informants here and who 
has accused Detective Leud of 
engaging in extensive illegal 
drug deals with him, even fitter 
the aetective became an anti- 
corruption agent. Mr. Leud said 
two months ago that his crimi- 
nal acta were far greater than 
he had previously actoowl- 
edged, but he has denied most 
of Mr. Lawrence’s allegations. 

The occasiem for the clash 
between the detective and the 
48-year-old informant he often 




TorfCTIIMK 

U,S. Attorney Paul J. Cur- 
ran, to whom Robert S. 
Leud disclosed his vari- 
ous crimes in ApriL 



worked with is a hearing on a 
motion for a new trial by Ed- 
mund A. Rosner, a lawyer who 
was convicted in 1972 of brib- 
- ing Detective Leud to obtain 
grand jury minutes .and other 
secret documents l^m the of- 
fice of the United States Attor- 
ney for the Southern District 
of New York. 

Yet interest in the hearing 
goes well beyond Mr. Rosner’s 
attempt to have his conviction 
overturned — and his right to 
practice law in New York State 
restored — by undermining the 
credibility of Mr. Leud, who 
was the main prosecution wit- 
ness aeainst him. | 

In effect, Mr. Rosner and Ms 
attorney, Prof. Alan Dershowitz 
of the Harvard Law School, are 
/now trying to put the Govern- 
ment on trial for what they re- 
gard as gross misconduct in Ae 
Rosner case. The question, on 
this issue, is: What did the 
wveniment know about Detec- 
tive Leud’s criminal acts, and 
wh^? What did it do, or should 
It have done, with the informa- 
tion? 

io« >» 

1972, Mr. Leuci testified— false- 
ly It later turned out— that his 
own crimes were limited to 
mree or four occasions before 
; 1968 when he acted as a mid- 

cUeniM for detectives who were 
i shaking down narcotics sus- 
pects. The United States Attor- 
ney’s offiw says it had no rea- 
son to believe the detective had 
perjured himself until Anril 
1974, when Mr. Leuci privatSy 
disdosed the fuUer range of his 
crimes to the United States At- 
torney, Paul J. Curran. 

Evidence Suppressed? 

But Rosner has now ac- 
cused the Government of a “de-" 
liberate and massive suppres- 
evidence within its 
Januaiy. 

1973, corroborating Leuci’s 
deep and continuous involve- 
ment in iHegal drug transac- 
tions between 1968 and 1972.*** 
Having discovered “damaging 
material regarding Leud” priwi 
to Mr. Roencris sentencing in ' 
Mar^. 1973, “the response of 
the U.S. Attorney’s office was 

tnq defendant, as was required 
by Fedend law, Mr. Derebowitz 
^erted in a brief requesting 
TO hearing that opens before 
Judge Arnold Bauman today. 

Judge Bauman, who presided 
at the Rosner trial, said last 
week that ‘‘certain individuals 
may be subject to disdplinary 
proceedings” if Mr. Dersho 
Witz’s contentions were true. 

^. Curran, who succeeded 
WMtney North S^mour Jr as 
United States Attorney for the 
Southern District In June, 1973, 
deiUes any misconduct by his 
office. But the opposing view 
was characterized as follows 
the other day by a private in- 
ves^tor for Mr. Rosner. 

‘This situation is worse than 
Watergate." 

The degree to which the 
rovenip” charge wUl be ex- 
plored at the hearing is udgm*- 






tain. Mr. Rosner, who has al- 
ways insisted that he was 
entrapped by Detective Lend, 
wants to “let the barndoor open 
and let everything come qut^' 
But the primary questin be- 
fore Judge Bauman is whether 
the 38-year-old lawyer is en- 
titled to a new trial because the 
jury in his original trial mis^t 
have reached a different verdicl 
if it had known the true extent 
of Mr. Leud's crimes. And the 
judge could reach a decision on 
that issue before the **coverup” 
charge can be argued by Mr. 
Dershowitz at the hearing. 

Admissions Kept Secret 
Detective Leud*s recent ad- 
missions of his involvement in 
crime have been kept secret, 
although they may be revealed 
this morning. Law-enforcement 
sources sdcf in early June that 
Mr. Leuci had implicated him- 
self, and more than a dozen 
other detectives in such crimes 
as acceptance of drugs and 
bribes, use of illegal wiretaps, 
sale of confidential information 
and the results of police Invesd- 
gaftions. theft of mcmey and 
drugs seized in narcotics raids 
and collusion with orgsadzed 
crime figures to obstruct justice. 

But, according to those , 
sources, none of the crimes 
were committed by Mr. Leuci { 
after he became an antl-comip- 
tion undercover agent for the 
United States Attorneys office 
and the Federal Bureau of Nar- 



cotics and Dangerous Drugs m . 
the spring of 1971. | 

The detective has told friends { 
' that he began disclosing his ' 
further involvement in crime * 
last April because he was “tired 
of perjuring myself* and: be- 
cause he feafed that other nar- 
cotics detMtives who were un- 
der suspicion would accuse 
him; , . r ^ ^ . 

Mr. Rosner, however, be- 
lieves that the motivation* was - 
a 14-page, swonii affidavit by , 
Mr. Lawrence that was filed on 
behalf of Mr. Rosner's motion 
for a new trial last March 24. 
Acting on a tip, investigators 
for the lawyer— includin^rank 
E. King, a former narcotics de- 
tective who is reported to be a 
leading suspect in the so-called 
•Trench • Connection” drug 
thefts from the Police Depart- 
ment-had located “the Baron** 
last January in a small, upstate 
town, where he was worlting as 
a machinist. 

Mr. Lawrence^ a burly six- 
footer who served 11 years in 
prison b^ore becoming a paid, 
registei^ informant for the 
city police and Federal drug 
agents in 1962. was Introduced 
to Mr. Lend by another detec- 
tive in 1967. 

At that time. Mr. Leud, who 



has frequently said that **he 
only wanted to be a cop,” was 
starting the first of two stints 
in the elite special investiga- 
tions unit of the Police Depart- 
ment’s narcotics division. His 
hair relativdy long, his clothes 
modish, he had the easy-going 
affability of a big-time detec- 






five. And, by his own account 
now, he was corrupt 
‘T found myself in a dung- 
heap— just about everybody in 
that unit was corrupt,” he is 
reported to have told an 
acquaintance recently. “No- 
body ^ve a damn as long as 
vou did your job and it was 
^thern against us.’ But, strange 
as it may seem, very few of the 
men there were really criminals. 
They may not come iq> smelling 
roses, but they weren’t what 1 
would call criminals.” 

In his affidavit, Mr. Lawrence 
said that several times ar month 
from 1968 through 1971 “Leuci 
supplied me with heroin which 
I diluted and sold and then 
paid Leud for the cost of the 
package he had given me.” The 
informant, who said he per- 
sonally made $100,000 on such 
transactions, also said the de- 
tective gave him portions of 
seized narcotics on ’’numerous 
occasions” and that he. in turn, 
gave Mr. Leud three used 
automobiles. 

For example. Mr. Uwrence 
said that after one drug raid 
in 1970, Mr. Leud called him 
at home around 7 P.M. and 
* told him to come to the Simp- 



son Street police station In the 
Bronx. Mr. Lawrence said he 
met Mr. , Leuci and another 
detective upstairs in the statitm 
and Mr. Leud told the other 
detective to “give me the 
package,” which the other de- 
tective did, according to Mr. 
Lawrence. 

“I slipped it uddor my 
sweater. The package looked 
liked it contained a half-kS 
of heroin, but it contained light 
fluffly stixff 90 it weighed only 
an eighth of a kilo,^ the in 
foment swore. 

Mr. Leud u said to have 
described Mr. Lawrence’s alle- 
gations as containing “a bare 
amount of fact and 



considering perjury ^charges 
against the informant if he 
testifies at the hearihg. * 

» They may also attempt to 
implicate Mr. Lawrence in a 
fatal shooting In the Bronx 
several years ago. In that ind- 
dent, Mr. Lawrence was in an 
automobile, with two or more 
delves, and the alleged 
kidnapper of a drug pusher. 
The pusher was shotto dSth, 
but Mr. Lawrence denied firing 
at the man, ^ 

> In the winter of 19^-1973. 
Mr. lawrence was dropped as 
tm mformant by some Federal 
^g agents and supposedly 
pad a falling out with Mr. 



Leuci. Shortly thereafter Mr. 
Uwrence tdd dty, stete and 
F^ml narcoticsL officials of 
his aUeged drug dealings with 
number of detectives, in 



» great 

deal of fiction.” He is believed j^awrence tMd ( 
to have acknowled^ faking fe^ral narcotii 
money from, and giving money n* 

to, the Informant and to have 

arran^ for Mr. Lawrence duding Nfr L^cL 
occasionally to receive drugs: t„ 
in return for his services as uniterf 
an informant. The detective Attorney’s of- 

reportedly told officials that he Mr ’ r 
had p^d for the can received,^’ 
from Mr. Lawrence, and had ® 

not gotten them as « gift 

Law-eofmeement . officials 

who believe that Mr. Lawrence Mahoney, a former of 

to lymg about Mr. Uu^li^lthe 






Federal drug agents later 
said that Mr. Mahoney’s now 
defunct concern. True Secur- 
ities Industries, ^wis selected 
“based on prior daqMdence and 
knowledge of thefr abUities,»* 
but Mr, AMoney said in an 
interview that Mr, Uwrence 
was the only per^ ever given 
a polygraph test by hb concern 
for the Bureau of Narcotics and 
Dangerous Drugs^ 

Mr. Mahoney concluded 
the test that Mr. Lawrence 
had lied aibout his alleged drug 
doings with Mr. Leuci and, 
™ next day, the Government 
oropped its “complete investl- 
gation’* for what it later said 
^ a variety of reasons, In- 
cluding the results of the test 
But Mr. Rosner is said to 
have affidavits from other poly- 
^phers arguing that the 
charts on which Mr. Mahoney 
eitoer that Mr. Lawrence was 
telling the truth or that nothing 
could be determined from the 
‘test. . 

I Mr. Rosner is also said to be- 
Ueve that the United States At- 
tomey's office has suppressed 
'a m^orandum contai^g the 
admission of as crime by De- 



tective Leuci that he did not 
mention at the Rosner trial six 
months later. 'The memoran- 
dum was written by Inspector 
Robert Goe of the. Bureau of 
JJurcotics and Dangerous 
Drugs, after an interview with 
Mr. Leuci in the United States 
Attorney's office, and was sent 
to Jfr. Goe's. superiors in 
Washington. 

The memorandum was writ- 
ten in July, 1972, but the 
VniM States Attorney's office, 
which turned over a copy of 



the memorandum to Mr. Roi 
ner last week, said that it fin 
learned of the existence an 
contents of the memorandui > 
last April. 

However, • a spokesman fo 
the Drug Enforement Adminh 
tration, the successor agency t 
the Federal narcotics bureai 
said that an investigation ha 
been conducted as a result c 
the memorandum and thaf- th 
United States Attorney's offio 
had been kept informed of th 
investigation “at all sUges." 






